Introduction
Conventionally, the way that power and sovereignty in the world system have been conceptualized in disciplines such as International Relations and International Political Economy (IPE) has been closely related to particular notions of territory and geographical space: power is seen to be that exercized by (legitimate or illegitimate) political authorities within contained geographical parameters; sovereignty pertains to the tacit and overt yielding to the existence of such geographic-political bodies by other like entities, and upon which the contriving of interaction on world scale occurs. The recent 'spatial turn' in social sciences has gone some way to disrupt what Agnew (1994) has lamented as the 'territorial trap' of the study of authority and power. Brie¬ y, in¬ uenced by the move in philosophy and social sciences that emphasizes space not as a neutral container within which social relations occur, but as a constitutive element and active former of those social relations (cf. Lefebvre 1991), the 'spatial turn' has invited di֎ erent conceptualizations of aspects such as state power. Seen in this frame space occupies and a֎ ects political societies; social groupings in turn act upon and create space(s); and entities such as the state can be viewed as manifestations of collective spatial imaginings which are not necessarily territorially bound. Instead, the state is a particular conÏ guration of space upon which social relations are structured, meanings of sovereignty are assigned and political authority is based.
In tandem with this move toward changed understandings of statehood and power, concepts such as deterritorialization and reterritorialization have become widely ascribed to processes of altered state forms, in particular as reactions to globalization. SpeciÏ cally, forces associated with globalization are seen to lead either to the weakening of state power and the attendant rise of alternative poles of political authority, economic or otherwise in form (deterritorialization) or to what scholars such as Brenner (2004) have termed the recalibration of state power (i.e. reterritorialization), where state authority is exercized in di֎ erent guises and at di֎ erent levels (such as through participation in international/supranational organizations or at substate level, such as through urban governance), but where, essentially the state continues to exercize a regulating in¬ uence on the movement of international capital.
Notions of the deterritorialization and/or reterritorialization of authority are useful for describing seemingly disparate processes of capitalist transformation and political shifts in the contemporary era. It is signiÏ cant however, that what has developed into a rich and resourceful body of scholarship (e.g. Brenner 2004 , Brenner et al. 2003 , Evans 1997 , Hazbun 2004 , Ó Tuathail 2000 has tended to neglect how the decamping of the state, the resetting of authority and the reframing of territory are being a֎ ected by the current intensiÏ cation of international mobility and population ¬ ows. Historically, migration has been a fundamental force in the formation and change not only of political territory, but also of societies. The longue durée of migration has been a persistent, if largely obscure shaper of nations, state territories and of cultures. In the contemporary era, however, migration across international boundaries has taken on a distinctive form, Ï rst in the increased pace with which such movement is able to occur, due in large part to globalization, and second in the political meaning that migration-in the e֎ ects it evokes from state authorities and societies-has taken on, as increasingly in receiving countries international relations become deÏ ned around convergent goals of stemming undesired population movements and preventing additional burdens on national Ï scuses. More fundamentally, however, migration as a force unsettles well accepted and understood parameters of territory, and relatedly, political authority and identity (Appadurai 1996, Gupta and Ferguson 1992) .
It is this relationship between migration, territory, power and sovereignty that forms the focus of this chapter. It is investigated how current-day shifts in authority in Southern Africa can be understood in terms of deterritorialization and reterritorialization and how migrant ¬ ows are a factor in such processes. In particular, it is examined how di֎ erent types of migration regimes may be said to exist in the Southern African region, characterized by networks or interlinked chains of migrant movement, and the existence of migrant spaces that are sepa-
